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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claims 4, 27, 28, 32-37 and 41 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in 
improper form because a multiple dependent claim should refer to other claims in the 
alternative only, and/or, cannot depend from any other multiple dependent claim. See 
MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the claims 27, 28, 32-37 and 41 have not been further 
treated on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-2, 5, 7, 10, 15-17, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Itzhak US 6,733,654. 

Regarding claim 1 , Itzhak discloses a method of purifying wastewater that 
comprises the steps of: 

(i)passing the wastewater through an electrocoagulation cell which 
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comprises a plurality of reaction plates or electrodes disposed within said 
cell and spaced apart from each other whereby said wastewater is treated 
by passing an electric current through the wastewater to thereby produce 
purified water; (Column 2 lines 31-38) (Column 5 lines 20-25) 

(ii) re-using said purified water for cleaning or other purposes to produce 
wastewater; and (Column 2 lines 31-38) 

(iii) recycling the wastewater back to the electrocoagulation cell. (Column 2 lines 31-38) 

Regarding claim 2, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
wastewater is filtered prior to step (i) to remove large particles, if present, from the 
wastewater. (Column 4 lines 9-11) 

Regarding claim 5, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein direct current 
is applied to the reaction plates or electrodes of the electrocoagulation cell. (Claim 4) 

Regarding claim 7, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the voltage 
applied to the electrodes falls within the range 10-110 volts. (Column 5 line 25) 

Regarding claim 10, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the current 
applied to the reaction plates or electrodes falls within the range 2-100 amps. (Column 5 
line 26) 

Regarding claim 15, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein 2-75 
electrodes are used in the cell. (Column 5 lines 24-25) 

Regarding claim 16, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 15 wherein 2-26 of the 
electrodes are connected to the power supply. (Column 4 line 64)(Column 5 lines 24- 
25) 
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Regarding claim 17, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the flow rate 
of wastewater through the electrocoagulation cell falls within the range 2-1000 L/min. 
(Column 4 line 8) 

Regarding claim 22, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the purified 
wastewater is filtered prior to re-use. (Filter 8 figure 1 ) 

Regarding claim 23, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 22 wherein particles 
with a size greater than 10 urn are removed. (Column 5 line 27-28) The Examiner 
interprets the sand filter to filter in the range of 10-infinity urn. The Examiner interprets 
greater than 1 0 urn to be open ended. 

Claims 30-31 and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated in view of Waka JP 2004/066037 A. 

Regarding claim 30, Waka discloses a closed circuit system for processing 
wastewater that includes: 

(iv) a treatment zone comprising an electrochemical cell for processing 
wastewater so as to produce purified water; (electric field tank 4) 

(v) an application zone for application or use of the purified water for cleaning or other 
operations which produce wastewater; and (Abstract Advantage Section) 

(vi) a recycling zone for recycling the wastewater back to the 
electrocoagulation cell. (Figure 1) 

Regarding claim 31 , Waka discloses the system of claim 30 wherein the 
treatment zone includes one or a plurality of pre-treatment tanks for the removal of fuel, 
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sludge and heavy oils, if present, from the wastewater. (Figure 1 tanks 2) 

Regarding claim 38, Waka discloses the system of claim 30 wherein the 

application zone includes a storage tank or sump. (Tank 2) 

Regarding claim 39, Waka discloses the system of claim 30 wherein the 

application zone is a cleaning zone and the wastewater or grey water produced in said 

cleaning zone contains detergents and cleaning agents. The examiner interprets the 

water to contain car wash chemicals from car wash 1 . 

Regarding claim 40, Waka discloses the system of claim 30 wherein the 

recycling zone includes a collection conduit for recycling the wastewater back to the 

electrocoagulation coll. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 3, 6, 8, 9, 1 1 , 12, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Itzhak as applied above in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 3, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 2 but does not 
disclose wherein particles with a size greater than 200 urn are removed. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to choose a 
filter that filters particles with a size greater than 200 urn, since using the filter would 
yield the expected result of increased filtration. 

Regarding claim 6, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
electrocoagulation cell is orientated vertically (Figure 1 cell 7) but does not disclose that 
an outlet conduit is located at the top of the electrocoagulation cell and an inlet conduit 
is located at the bottom of the electrocoagulation cell. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to orient an outlet conduit at 
the top of the electrocoagulation cell and an inlet conduit at the bottom of the 
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electrocoagulation cell, since it has been held that mere rearrangement of parts is within 
the ordinary skill of one in the art. 

Regarding claim 8, Itzhak does not disclose the method of claim 7 wherein the 
voltage applied to the electrodes falls within the range 20-80 volts. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a range of 
20-80 volts, since it has been held that where the general condition exists in the prior 
art, it is within the ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to discover 
or find the optimum or workable range. 

Regarding claim 9, Itzhak does not disclose the method of claim 7 wherein the 
voltage applied to the electrodes falls within the range 20-60 volts. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a range of 
20-60 volts, since it has been held that where the general condition exists in the prior 
art, it is within the ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to discover 
or find the optimum or workable range. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Itzhak does not disclose the method of claim 10 wherein the 
current applied to the reaction plates or electrodes falls within the range 5-60 amps. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use a range of 5-60 amps, since it has been held that where the general condition exists 
in the prior art, it is within the ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to 
discover or find the optimum or workable range. 

Regarding claim 1 2, Itzhak does not disclose the method of claim 1 0 wherein the 
current applied to the reaction plates or electrodes falls within the range 5-20 amps. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use a range of 5-20 amps, since it has been held that where the general condition exists 
in the prior art, it is within the ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to 
discover or find the optimum or workable range. 

Regarding claim 18, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 17 but does not 
disclose wherein the flow rate falls within the range 5-200 L/min. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a range of 5- 
200 L/min, since it has been held that where the general condition exists in the prior art, 
it is within the ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to discover or 
find the optimum or workable range. 

Regarding claim 19, Itzhak does not disclose the method of claim 17 wherein the 
flow rate falls within the range 10-50 L/min. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a range of 5-200 L/min, since it 
has been held that where the general condition exists in the prior art, it is within the 
ordinary skill of one in the art at the time of the invention to discover or find the optimum 
or workable range. 

Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Itzhak as applied above in claim 1 in further view of Matu JP 11-1 23383. 

Regarding claim 1 3, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein the electrodes are manufactured from a metal selected from the group 
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consisting of aluminum, steel, iron, titanium, silver and brass. The Matu reference JP 
11-123383 does disclose the use of an aluminum and steel electrode cell. (0031 and 
0033) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention use an aluminum electrode, since the Matu reference discloses that it would 
yield the added benefit of increasing the diameter of a suspended solid and generate an 
aggregate that can more easily be filtered. 

Regarding claim 14, Itzhak in view of Matu discloses the method of claim 13 
wherein the electrodes are manufactured from aluminum or titanium. (Matu 0031 and 
0033) 

Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Itzhak as applied above in claim 1 in further view of Ferguson US 5,021 ,250. 

Regarding claim 24, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein the purified water is stored in a storage tank before re-use. Ferguson US 
5,021 ,250 does disclose the use of a storage tank in water treatment. (Column 5 lines 
1 -6) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the storage tank in Ferguson, since it would provide the added benefit 
of storage. 

Regarding claim 25, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein the purified water is stored in a sump after re-use. Ferguson does disclose the 
use of a sump. (Column 6 lines 58-59) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the sump in Ferguson, since it would 
provided the added benefit of storage. 

Regarding claim 26, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein after step (i) the wastewater is passed through a reverse osmosis system. 
Ferguson does disclose the use of a reverse osmosis system. (Claim 32) It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
osmosis system in Ferguson, since it would yield the added benefit of increased 
filtration. 

Claims 20 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Itzhak as applied above in claim 1 in further view of Waka 2004/066037 A. 

Regarding claim 20, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein the purified wastewater is discharged into one or a plurality settling tanks for 
separation of contaminated floe, if present, from the purified wastewater. Wata does 
disclose the use of a settling tank (tank 6 figure 1 ) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the settling tanks, since they 
would yield increased filtration and separation. 

Regarding claim 29, Itzhak discloses the method of claim 1 but does not disclose 
wherein prior to step (i) the wastewater may be obtained from public or household 
showers, sinks, basins, baths, washing machines, dishwashers, kitchens or car washes 
and may be initially stored in a collection tank or sump. Waka does disclose the use of 
car washes. (Abstract) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention to use the car wash in the Waka reference, since it would yield 
the added benefit of being able to recycle car wash waste waters. (Abstract) 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Itzhak in 
view of Wata, in further view of Smith 5,620,594. 

Regarding claim 21 , Itzhak discloses the method of claim 20 but does not 
disclose wherein the settling tanks are connected to a rainwater collection tank to allow 
collected rainwater to be discharged into the settling tanks to increase the volume of 
water available for recycling. Smith does disclose the collection of rain water in a tank 
for later use. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art a the time of 
the invention to use the collection tanks of Smith for rain water collection, since the 
tanks would provide the added benefit of collecting additional water for collection. 
(Smith figure 2 #16)(Column2 line 20-24) 

Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Waka as 
applied above in claim 30. 

Regarding claim 42, Waka discloses the system of claim 30 but does not 
disclose wherein the system is automated. Itzhak does disclose an automated recycle 
system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the process automated, since using the automation device would 
yield the added benefit of working with less human interaction 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAMERON J. ALLEN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3164. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 9-7pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Walter Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1447. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

CJA 

/Walter D. Griffin/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1797 



